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PHILADELPHIA  YEARLY  MEETING. 


Prom  Friends’  Review,  Oth  mo.  26th,  1855. 

PROCEEDINGS  IN  PHILADELPHIA  YEARLY  MEETING  AND  ITS 
MEETING  FOR  SUFFERINGS. 

In  a  “  Report  of  tlic  Meeting  for  Sufferings”  of  Philadelphia, 
in  reference  to  which  a  minute  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  1849 
states,  “  It  was  concluded  that  it  would  be  best  to  adopt  it,”  I  find 
the  following  remark:  “If  meetings  and  committees  do  not 
keep  to  the  discipline  themselves,  under  the  direction  of  the 
Head  of  the  church,  on  what  right  ground  can  an  individual  be 
disowned  for  his  error  ?”  page  35. 

The  anomalous  and  extraordinary  position  now  occupied  by 
Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting,  in  its  relation  to  other  Yearly 
Meetings,  suggests  the  propriety  and  importance  of  a  review  of 
some  of  the  transactions  which  have  taken  place  in  its  name 
and  in  that  of  its  representative  body — the  Meeting  for  Suffer¬ 
ings.  It  is  far  from  our  intention  to  call  in  question  the  mo¬ 
tives  of  those  members  to  whom  the  responsibility  of  these  acts 
belongs,  or  to  doubt  the  sincerity  of  their  zeal  to  promote  the 
welfare  of  the  church.  But  as  they  have  condemned  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  another  Yearly  Meeting  as  “  at  variance  with  the 
organization  and  discipline  of  the  Society,”  and  have  remon¬ 
strated  with  other  similar  bodies  on  account  of  their  acts,  it  is 
proper  to  enquire  whether  they  have  kept  to  the  discipline 
themselves,  and  how  far  their  departure  from  it  has  been  pro¬ 
ductive  of  the  discord  which  now  exists. 
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1.  The  discipline  prescribes  six  rules  to  which  the  Meeting 
for  Sufferings  is  subject;  the  first  reads  thus:  “The  said 
meeting  shall  keep  fair  minutes  of  all  its  proceedings,  and 
annually  lay  them  before  the  Yearly  Meeting.”  page  79.  The 
necessity  of  this  rule  and  of  its  strict  observance  is  manifest, 
inasmuch  as  the  Yearly  Meeting  is  “represented”  by  the 
Meeting  for  Sufferings,  and  is  accountable  for  the  acts  of  the 
latter,  unless  it  revokes  them.  One  of  the  “services”  confided 
in  the  discipline,  to  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  is  “  to  correspond 
with  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  in  London  or  elsewhere,  on  the 
common  concerns  of  the  Society.”  p.  82. 

At  a  Meeting  for  Sufferings  held  in  1845,  previous  to  our 
Yearly  Meeting  of  that  year,  and  before  the  secession  from 
New  England  Yearly  Meeting  occurred,  an  Epistle  was  pre¬ 
sented  from  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  in  New  England,  con¬ 
veying  information  of  a  secession  from  Rhode  Island  Quarterly 
Meeting,  and  of  the  arrangements  adopted  to  enable  other 
Yearly  Meetings  to  discriminate  between  certificates  issued  by 
that  Quarterly  Meeting  and  its  branches,  and  those  which 
might  be  issued  by  the  seceders.  This  Epistle  was  not  record¬ 
ed  on  the  minutes  of  our  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  and  ivas 
thus  withheld  from  the  Yearly  Meeting  ;  and  here  we  have  the 
first  of  a  series  of  departures  from  our  discipline  and  established 
order  by  which  our  Yearly  Meeting  has  drifted  into  its  present 
sorrowful  condition.  Several  Epistles  from  other  Meetings  for 
Sufferings  have  been  in  like  manner,  and  at  various  times,  with¬ 
held  from  the  Yearly  Meeting  when  they  contained  earnest 
appeals  and  affectionate  remonstrances,  which  were  not  accep¬ 
table  to  those  who  controlled  the  action  of  our  Meeting  for 
Sufferings. 

2.  It  is  a  well  known  and  universally  acknowledged  rule  in  the 
Society  of  Friends,  that  persons  not  members  are  not  permitted 
to  attend  our  meetings  for  discipline  except  on  the  occasion  of 
proposals  for  marriage.  This  rule  is  recognized  in  the  index 
of  our  discipline  in  these  words  :  “  Meetings  not  to  proceed  to 
business  while  those  not  members  are  present.”  p.  169. 

In  1852,  John  Wilbur  being  present  in  our  Yearly  Meeting, 
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objections  were  made  to  proceeding  with  the  business,  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  not  a  member  ;  and  it  was  stated  that  as  he 
had  been  disoAvned  previous  to  the  organization  of  the  “  smaller 
body”  in  New  England,  and  no  evidence  had  been  presented  to 
our  Yearly  Meeting  that  he  was  a  member  of  that  body,  he 
could  not  be  classed  with  those  whose  right  of  membership  had 
been,  contrary  to  all  order  and  precedent,  acknowledged  by 
Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting  ;  and  consequently  he  had  not  the 
shadow  of  a  claim  to  the  privilege  of  attending  it.  The  clerk, 
however,  proceeded  with  the  business,  and  thus  an  example  of 
departing  from  the  discipline  was  set  to  the  subordinate 
meetings. 

3.  The  discipline  requires  that  “  all  letters  or  papers  direct¬ 
ed  to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  except  from  such  meetings  as  regu¬ 
larly  correspond  therewith,  are  to  be  first  perused  by  a  few 
Friends  to  be  appointed,  who  are  to  consider  and  report 
whether  the  same  be  proper  to  be  read  in  this  meeting  or  not.” 
p.  159. 

This  rule  has  been  disregarded  in  several  important  instances 
by  the  clerk  giving  his  own  views  of  the  character  of  papers 
directed  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  and  stating  from  whom  they 
came,  and  by  the  meeting  summarily  rejecting  them  without 
their  being  first  perused  by  a  committee. 

4.  It  is  directed  by  the  discipline,  p.  97,  that  “  none  of  the 
meetings  of  Ministers  and  Elders  are  to  interfere  with  the 
business  of  any  meeting  for  discipline :  &c.  and  under  the 
head  of  “  Yearly  Meeting,”  p.  160,  the  Discipline  requires  that 
“the  certificates  of  such  Friends,  members  of  other  Yearly 
Meetings,  who,  from  a  religious  concern,  are  drawn  to  attend 
this,  are  to  be  read  herein.”  Two  conclusions  are  unavoidably 
deducible  from  the  latter  rule :  1st,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
members  in  question  to  present  their  certificates  to  the  Yearly 
Meeting ;  and,  2d,  that  if  a  doubt  of  the  propriety  of  reading 
any  such  certificates  arises,  it  is  the  “business”  of  the  Yearly 
Meeting  itself  to  decide  whether  they  shall  be  read. 

As  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Ministers  and  Elders  commences 
two  days  before  our  Yearly  Meeting,  the  certificates  of  minis- 
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tors  and  elders  in  attendance  from  other  Yearly  Meetings  are 
presented  first  to  the  former  meeting,  and  by  a  very  proper 
usage,  read  therein,  although  no  provision  is  made  for  this  in 
the  discipline.  This  usage  gives  the  Meeting  of  Ministers  and 
Elders  no  control  over  the  presentation  of  such  certificates  to 
the  Yearly  Meeting  or  over  the  action  of  this  meeting  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  them.  Since  1845,  the  former  meeting  has,  however, 
assumed  the  authority  to  decide  what  certificates  shall  be  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and  in  several  cases  has  with¬ 
held  irom  it  certificates  of  Friends  of  another  Yearly  Meeting; 
also  retaining  them  from  the  Friends  themselves,  and  thus  pre¬ 
venting  them  from  offering  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  the  required 
credentials  to  warrant  their  attendance.  Is  it  not  clear  that 
this  action  on  the  part  of  the  Meeting  of  Ministers  and  Elders 
is  not  only  without  authority  from  the  discipline,  but  is  abso¬ 
lutely  prohibited  by  it,  and  also  contravenes  a  positive  rule  of 
the  Yearly  Meeting  in  reference  to  its  own  business  ? 

5.  It  has  always  been  recognized  as  a  fundamental  principle 
of  our  religious  society,  in  the  transaction  of  the  affairs  of  the 
church,  that  no  change  can  be  made  in  the  established  order  or 
discipline,  nor  any  new  measure  adopted,  except  with  the  united 
judgment  of  a  meeting.  When  some  of  the  members  could  not 
feel  satisfied  with  a  proposition,  it  has  been  the  practice  either  to 
postpone  it  for  future  consideration  or  to  dismiss  it  altogether. 
Samuel  Settle,  in  his  testimony  in  the  Camden  trial,  says,  “  this 
method  of  acting  lies  at  the  very  basis  of  Quakerism,  and  has 
always  been  fundamental  with  us.’' — Foster  v ol.  i.  p.  64.  One 
illustration  may  be  given.  The  subject  of  printing  the  Disci¬ 
pline  for  distribution  amongst  our  members  was  under  consider¬ 
ation  in  the  Yearly  Meeting,  a  few  years  since,  and  there  was 
a  very  large  expression  in  its  favor,  yet  as  it  was  opposed  by  a 
few  Friends  of  religious  weight  and  experience,  the  proposition 
was  not  adopted.  Various  have  been  the  occasions  during  the 
last  ten  years,  on  which  this  important  principle  has  not  been 
observed  in  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting.  A  few  may  be  cited. 
In  1847,  the  adoption  of  the  “  Appeal  for  the  ancient  doctrines 
of  the  religious  Society  of  Friends,”  introduced  into  the  Yearly 
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Meeting  by  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  was  conscientiously  and 
therefore  unyieldingly  opposed  by  a  large  number  of  Friends, 
so  that  it  could  not  be  said  it  was  approved  or  united  with ;  yet 
the  clerk  made  a  minute  declaring  that  “after  spending  much 
time  in  deliberating  upon  and  discussing  the  subject,  it  appeared 
to*  be  the  prevailing  solid  sense  of  the  meeting  to  adopt  the 
document,”  &c.  Again,  in  1849,  when  the  Meeting  for  Suf¬ 
ferings  brought  into  the  Yearly  Meeting  a  “  Report  in  relation 
to  the  facts  and  causes  of  the  division  which  occured  in  New 
England  Yearly  Meeting  in  the  year  1845,”  it  was  met  by  a 
most  decided  opposition  from  numerous  Friends,  who  could  not 
conscientiously  acquiesce  in  the  adoption  of  the  document  for 
various  substantial  reasons.  One  of  these  was,  because  it  de¬ 
clared  in  the  face  of  all  discipline,  order,  and  precedent,  that 
persons  who  had  been  disowned  by  New  England  Yearly  Meet¬ 
ing,  and  with  whom  church  fellowship  had  been  officially  dis¬ 
avowed  by  all  the  other  Yearly  Meetings,  except  that  of  the  men 
in  Ohio,  continued  to  be  entitled  to  the  rights  of  membership. 
This  declaration  was  regarded  as  “  at  variance  with  the  organ¬ 
ization  and  discipline  of  the  Society,”  and  totally  irreconcilable 
with  the  preservation  of  unity  and  harmony  between  the  several 
Yearly  Meetings,  and  such,  its  fruits  have  sorrowfully  proved 
it  to  be. 

In  this  case,  as  in  the  former,  the  Clerk  was  unable  to  use 
the  ancient  form  of  expression  ;  he  could  not  say  the  Report 
was  approved  and  adopted,  or  united  with  and  adopted  ;  but  his 
minute  records  that,  “  after  a  time  of  discussion  and  solid  de¬ 
liberation,  it  was  concluded  that  it  would  be  best  to  adopt  it.” 

In  our  late  Yearly  Meeting,  so  great  was  the  opposition  and 
so  earnest  were  the  protests  against  the  Epistle  proposed  to 
be  sent  to  the  meeting  in  Ohio  of  which  B.  Hoyle  was  clerk, 
that  our  clerk  did  not,  as  usual,  record  that  the  Essays  of 
Epistles  were  “approved,”  but  the  minute  merely  stated  they 
were  “  adopted.”  In  the  first  sitting  of  the  meeting,  when  the 
important  subject  of  the  Epistle  from  Ohio  was  under  con¬ 
sideration,  the  same  decided  opposition  and  protest  appeared 
against  the  reading  of  that  signed  by  B.  Hoyle.  Yet  it  was 
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neither  postponed  nor  dismissed,  but  was  forced  upon  the 
meeting  contrary  to  that  fundamental  method  of  acting  describ¬ 
ed  by  Samuel  Settle.  As  the  Yearly  Meetings  of  Indiana, 
North  Carolina  and  Baltimore  had  recognized,  as  Ohio  Yearly 
Meeting,  the  body  of  which  Jonathan  Binns  was  Clerk,  and 
had  disclaimed  fellowship  with  the  meeting  which  issued  this 
Epistle,  it  was  evident  that  its  reception  would  place  those  who 
adopted  it  in  a  state  of  separation  from  those  Yearly  Meetings. 
In  connection  with  this  proceeding,  it  is  highly  important  to 
remark  that  the  clerk  of  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting  had 
made  himself  a  party  in  the  case ,  having  manifested  his  unity 
and  fellowship  with  the  meeting  of  which  B.  Hoyle  was  Clerk, 
and  identified  himself  with  it,  by  attending  it  as  Ohio  Yearly 
Meeting.  Would  a  judge  he  permitted  to  occupy  the  bench, 
or  a  juryman  the  box,  in  a  trial  involving  his  own  character 
and  interests,  or  on  the  merits  of  which  he  had,  by  word  or 
deed,  manifested  his  opinion  ? 

6.  In  the  “Report”  above  mentioned,  it  is  laid  down  as  a 
rule  that,  when  “two  bodies  come  before  a  Yearly  Meeting, 
both  under  the  same  title,  and  each  claiming  to  be  the  co-ordi¬ 
nate  branch  of  the  society  bearing  that  name,  it  becomes  its 
duty,  under  the  guidance  of  Divine  wisdom,  to  inquire  into  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  so  that  it  may  not  withhold  from 
those  to  whom  they  belong,  the  precious  rights  and  privileges 
which  membership  in  our  society  confers.”  Page  29. 

What  has  been  the  practice  of  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting 
under  this  rule  ? 

“Two  bodies”  in  Ohio  came,  by  their  Epistles,  before  our 
late  Yearly  Meeting,  “both  under  the  same  title,  and  each 
claiming  to  be  the  co-ordinate  branch  of  the  society  bearing” 
the  name  of  Ohio  Yearly  Meeting.  All  inquiry  into  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  was  refused,  and  one  of  the  Epistles 
Avas  read  and  accepted,  vvliile  the  other  Avas  rejected,  unread 
and  unexamined.  A  similar  course  Avas  subsequently  pursued 
in  the  case  of  “two  bodies”  in  Baltimore,  involving,  in  this 
instance,  the  strange  inconsistency  of  recognizing,  as  Baltimore 
Yearly  Meeting,  that  body  which  refuses  felloAvship  and  corres- 
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pondence  with  the  meeting  in  Ohio  whose  Epistle,  at  our 
previous  sitting,  hacl  been  accepted;  and  rejecting  the  body 
which  professes  unity  and  fellowship  with  that  meeting ! 

Last  year,  as  well  as  the  present,  two  Epistles,  both  pur¬ 
porting  to  be  issued  by  New  York  Yearly  Meeting,  were  in 
the  hands  of  our  Clerk ;  but  instead  of  stating  this  fact  and 
suggesting,  in  accordance  with  the  rule  we  have  quoted,  an 
inquiry  into  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  he,  on  each  occa¬ 
sion,  read  one  of  the  Epistles  without  informing  the  meeting  of 
the  existence  of  the  other ;  and  when,  afterwards,  the  meeting 
became  aware  that  another  Epistle  was  on  the  table,  it  was 
immediately,  and  without  examination,  rejected.  It  may  be 
remarked,  as  exhibiting  another  instance  of  inconsistent  action, 
that  this  rejected  Epistle  emanated  from  a  body  which  is  in 
full  unity  and  correspondence  with  that  “smaller  body”  in 
New  England,  whose  members  have  been  declared  by  Philadel¬ 
phia  Yearly  Meeting  to  be  entitled  to  the  rights  of  membership. 
If  it  be  proper  to  grant  to  the  members  of  the  “smaller  body” 
in  New  England  the  rights  and  privileges  which  membership 
in  our  Society  confers,  upon  what  principle  of  reason  or  justice 
can  they  be  withheld  from  their  brethren  of  the  “smaller 
body”  in  New  York? 

7.  In  1828,  previous  to  the  separation  of  Baltimore  Yearly 
Meeting,  our  Yearly  Meeting  declined  sending  an  answer  to 
its  Epistle,  and  assigned  as  one  of  the  reasons,  that  they  had 
“refused  to  read  in  their  Yearly  Meeting  the  Epistle  from  our 
Meeting  for  Sufferings  to  theirs.” 

The  reading  of  Epistles  from  other  Meetings  for  Sufferings 
to  ours  has  been  repeatedly  refused  in  Philadelphia  Yearly 
Meeting ;  and  it  also  declined  reading  an  address  in  relation  to 
the  difficulties  in  Society,  prepared  by  the  Baltimore  Conference, 
adopted  by  the  five  Yearly  Meetings  represented  therein,  and 
forwarded  to  our  Yearly  Meeting  through  the  medium  of 
Committees  from  the  Yearly  Meetings  of  Indiana,  North 
Carolina  and  Baltimore.  Notwithstanding  Friends  in  Phila¬ 
delphia  have  thus  refused  to  listen  to  the  affectionate  appeals 
of  their  brethren  in  other  Yearly  Meetings,  they  have  not 
refrained  from  remonstrating  with  them  on  the  same  subjects. 
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From  this  plain  statement  of  facts  the  conclusion  is  pain¬ 
fully  forced  upon  the  writer,  that  those  members  of  Philadel¬ 
phia  Yearly  Meeting  who,  for  the  last  ten  years,  have  directed 
and  controlled  its  action,  while  undertaking  to  nullify  the 
proceedings  of  another  Yearly  Meeting,  as  being  “  at  variance 
with  the  organization  and  discipline  of  the  Society,”  have 
themselves,  in  various  important  particulars,  departed  from 
our  own  discipline,  established  order  and  practice ;  and  while 
rejecting  brotherly  appeals  from  other  Yearly  Meetings,  and 
refusing  to  read  official  documents  explanatory  of  their  pro¬ 
ceedings,  have  called  in  question  their  propriety  and  sent 
remonstrances  against  them;  and,  finally,  by  receiving  and 
answering  an  Epistle  from  it,  they  have  declared  church 
fellowship  with  a  meeting  in  Ohio  which  had  been  disowned  by 
three  Yearly  Meetings,*  and  has  virtually  identified  itself  with 
the  New  England  Seceders — a  body  from  which  every  other 
Yearly  Meeting  in  the  world  has  solemnly  and  officially 
declared  its  disunity.  Is  not  their  present  position  in  relation 
to  the  Society  of  Friends  at  large,  similar  to  that  occupied  by 
those  who  had  the  control  of  Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting  in 
1827  ?  And  have  they  not  placed  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting 
where  that  of  Baltimore  stood  in  1828,  when  it  was  officially 
announced  in  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting  that,  “as  Baltimore 
Yearly  Meeting  has  received  an  Epistle  from  the  meeting  of 
the  Separatists  in  this  city,  and  opened  a  correspondence  with 
that  meeting;  also  refused  to  read  in  their  Yearly  Meeting  the 
Epistle  from  our  Meeting  for  Sufferings  to  theirs,  the  relation 
in  which  that  Yearly  Meeting  stood  with  this  is  so  changed, 
that  it  would  not  be  proper  to  address  an  Epistle  to  it  under 
its  present  circumstances?”  IIow  far  the  precedent,  thus 
correctly  set  by  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting,  will  be  used 
against  itself  by  the  other  Yearly  Meetings,  is  a  question  for 
them  to  determine. t  S.  II. 

*  It  lias  since  been,  disowned  by  all  the  other  Yearly  Meetings. 

j  The  Yearly  Meetings  of  New  York,  Baltimore,  North  Carolina  and  Indi¬ 
ana  have  addressed  communications  to  Philadelphia  1  early  Meeting,  declining 
any  further  correspondence  with  it  while  it  maintains  its  present  connection 
with  the  Separatists  in  Ohio. 


From  Friend’s  Review,  8th  mo.  18th,  1855. 


CONDITION  OF  PHILADELPHIA  YEARLY  MEETING. 

In  the  20th  number  of  the  present  volume,  a  review,  at 
considerable  length,  was  taken  of  the  causes  which  produced 
the  division  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Ohio.  In  this  it  is 
clearly  shown,  that  the  difficulties  in  Ohio  originated  in  the 
unhappy  contest  in  New  England,  by  which  a  secession  from 
the  Yearly  Meeting  there,  was  effected  in  1845.  It  is  also 
shown,  that  the  controversy  within  the  latter  Yearly  Meeting 
did  not  arise  from  the  profession  or  promulgation  of  incongru¬ 
ous  doctrines ;  but  related  to  the  disciplinary  proceedings, 
wholly  or  chiefly  in  regard  to  one  of  its  members.  The 
proceedings  in  relation  to  that  individual,  so  far  as  the  Yearly 
Meeting  was  concerned,  were  consummated  in  the  year  1844. 
With  this  proceeding  we  do  not  find  that  any  other  Yearly 
Meeting  considered  it  within  its  province  to  interfere.  The 
Epistles  issued  at  that  time,  were  consequently  received  and 
responded  to  in  the  usual  manner.  In  1845,  a  secession  took 
place  by  a  small  part  of  their  number,  who  organized  or 
professed  to  constitute  a  Yearly  Meeting,  in  a  manner  which 
no  other  Yearly  Meeting  has  acknowledged  as  agreeable  to  the 
order  of  Society.  The  proceedings  in  relation  to  this  seceding 
body,  which  took  place  in  the  Yearly  Meetings  of  London, 
Dublin,  New  York,  Baltimore,  North  Carolina  and  Indiana, 
are  briefly  stated  in  vol.  1st,  pp.  810-11,  of  Friends’  Review, 
from  which  it  appears  that  those  Yearly  Meetings  disavowed 
any  church  fellowship  with  the  seceding  body,  and  continued 
their  usual  correspondence  with  the  regular  Yearly  Meeting  of 
New  England.  In  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  in 
1846,  the  correspondence  with  New  England  was  suspended, 
apparently  from  no  other  cause  than  the  presence  of  two 
Epistles,  both  purporting  to  be  from  New  England  Yearly 
Meeting.  From  that  time  till  1852  inclusive,  the  regular 
Yearly  Meeting  of  New  England  continued  to  address  Epistles 
to  Philadelphia,  but  those  Epistles  were  neither  read  nor  res- 
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ponded  to  by  this  Yearly  Meeting;  although  the  continuance 
or  resumption  of  the  correspondence  was  earnestly  advocated 
by  many  valuable  and  experienced  Friends.  In  1853,  the 
Yearly  Meeting  in  New  England,  after  seriously  considering 
the  subject,  did  not  address  Epistles  to  the  two  Yearly 
Meetings,  Philadelphia  and  Ohio,  that  had  discontinued  their 
correspondence,  but  referred  the  subject  to  the  weighty  delibe¬ 
ration  of  its  Meeting  for  Sufferings.  That  body  subsequently 
addressed  an  Epistle  to  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  of  Phila¬ 
delphia,  expressive  of  the  value  they  placed  upon  our  corres¬ 
pondence,  and  their  desire  that  “as  professors  of  the  same 
faith,  engaged  for  the  support  of  the  same  precious  testimonies 
of  Truth,  the  day  might  not  be  distant  when,  in  the  free 
flowings  of  gospel  love,  they  should  be  permitted  again  to 
resume  and  continue  their  correspondence  with  us.”  This 
Epistle,  however,  when  presented  to  the  Meeting  to  which  it 
was  addressed,  was  not  read,  nor  was  any  acknowledgment  of 
its  reception  communicated  to  the  Meeting  which  sent  it. 

The  reference  of  the  question  respecting  the  difficulties  with 
New  England  by  Philadelphia  Yrearly  Meeting  to  its  Meeting 
for  Sufferings  in  1848,  and  an  outline  of  the  proceedings 
consequent  thereon,  were  given  in  our  20tli  No.  alluded  to  at 
the  commencement  of  this  essay.  As  the  object  of  the 
reference  was  ostensibly  to  bring  into  view,  for  the  information 
of  Friends,  the  causes  of  those  difficulties,  it  was  impossible  . 
that  the  service  could  be  properly  performed  without  tracing 
their  connection  with  and  their  dependence  upon  the  promul¬ 
gation  and  advocacy  of  doctrines  inconsistent  with  those  which 
the  Society  of  Friends  have  believed  it  their  duty  to  maintain, 
if  such  connection  and  dependence  actually  existed.  It  has 
been  so  often  asserted,  that  the  difficulties  by  which  the 
Society  of  Friends  in  New  England  and  Ohio  have  been  % 
agitated,  were  the  result  of  unsound  doctrines  proclaimed 
among  us,  that  the  assertion  has  become  familiar  to  our  ears; 
and  probably,  could  the  truth  of  the  declaration  be  clearly 
sustained,  no  more  appropriate  occasion  for  its  demonstration 
could  have  been  desired  than  the  one  under  consideration. 
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Yet  the  Report  itself,  given  professedly  in  compliance  with  the 
duty  assigned,  passes  in  silence  over  the  charge  so  repeatedly 
and  openly  made.  A  review  is  indeed  professedly  given,  not 
of  the  doctrines  proclaimed  or  advocated  by  Friends  in  New 
England  or  anywhere  else,  but  of  the  proceedings  in  the 
administration  of  their  discipline;  and  those  proceedings  are 
pronounced,  in  several  instances,  incorrect,  and  are  declared  to 
constitute  “the  most  prominent  causes  that  produced  the 
separation  in  New  England  Yearly  Meeting  in  1845.”  The 
manner  in  which  that  secession  was  effected,  is  very  slightly 
passed  over,  but  from  the  account  given,  it  evidently  appears, 
that  the  question  at  issue  was  one  of  order  and  not  of  doctrine. 
The  acknowledgment  “that  the  manner  in  which  this  separa¬ 
tion  was  effected,  was  not  such  as  affords  a  precedent  safe  to 
be  followed  in  the  organization  of  a  Yearly  Meeting,”  evidently 
implies  that  this  new  organization  was  not  supported  by  any 
established  usage  of  the  Society;  and  this  would  have  been  still 
more  apparent,  had  the  reporters  thought  proper  to  notice  the 
fact  that  the  person  proposed  and  appointed  by  the  Separatists 
as  Clerk,  had  been  disowned  about  seven  months  prior  to  the 
occurrence  under  review.  The  opinion  is  indeed  expressed 
that  those  who  formed  the  new  organization  were  desirous  “to 
maintain  the  doctrines  and  discipline  of  the  Society;”  but  no 
attempt  is  made  to  show  that  those  doctrines  had  been  assailed 
by  the  body  from  which  they  were  separating.  The  exhorta¬ 
tion  which  follows,  in  regard  to  the  restoration  of  harmony, 
plainly  applies  to  the  disciplinary  proceedings,  and  not  to  any 
contest  in  relation  to  doctrines.  The  recommendation  itself  is, 
indeed,  not  easily  reconciled  with  the  supposition  that  the 
controversy  arose  from  the  profession  or  advocacy  of  incongru¬ 
ous  doctrines.  The  contest  springing  from  that  cause  certainly 
could  not  be  removed,  and  harmony  restored,  by  any  other 
means  than  the  abandonment,  by  one  party  or  the  other  of  the 
doctrines  in  question.  We  are  therefore  authorized  to  con¬ 
clude,  as  we  have  always  insisted,  that  no  radical  controversy 
in  relation  to  doctrinal  subjects  exists  or  has  ever  existed 
between  the  parties  to  this  unhappy  contest.  The  declaration 
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so  frequently  made,  that  the  whole  difficulty  originated  in 
the  promulgation  of  unsound  doctrines,  has  always  been  want¬ 
ing  in  one  essential  element,  viz.,  direct  and  intelligible 
specification. 

The  manner  in  which  this  Report  was  carried  through  the 
Yearly  Meeting  in  1849,  is  related  at  pp.  505-6,  vol  2,  of 
Friends’  Review,  from  which  it  is  obvious  that  the  Report  was 
not  adopted  with  the  unanimity  which  has  been  usually  consid¬ 
ered  as  essential  in  the  attainment  of  conclusions  of  vital  im¬ 
portance  to  the  Society.  As  the  examination  above  referred 
to  of  the  disciplinary  proceedings  within  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
New  England  has  always  been  regarded  by  the  Editor  as  extra¬ 
judicial,  no  attempt  has  ever  been  made  in  this  periodical  to 
review  it.  It  may  be  proper,  however,  to  observe,  that  an  able 
“  Vindication  of  the  Disciplinary  Proceedings  of  New  England 
Yearly  Meeting  of  Friends”  was  published  by  their  Meeting 
for  Sufferings  in  1852.  It  comprises  a  pamphlet  of  fifty-six 
pages. 

We  come  now  to  the  consideration  of  the  condition  into 
which  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  has  drifted  in  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  other  acknowledged  Yearly  Meetings  of  Friends. 
It  is  well  known  that  the  Yearly  Meetings  of  Philadelphia  and 
Ohio, — the  womens’  Meeting  of  the  latter  not  included, — are 
the  only  ones  which  suspended  their  correspondence  with  New 
England  Yearly  Meeting,  in  consequence  of  the  separation 
there  in  1845,  and  we  do  not  find  that  any  members  of  the  se¬ 
ceding  body  there,  have  openly  attended  or  attempted  to  attend 
the  Meetings  of  Discipline  anywhere,  except  within  the  limits 
of  the  two  Yearly  Meetings  above  named.  In  1852,  John 
Wilbur  openly  attended  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  Philadelphia ; 
and  though  it  was  well  known  that  his  disownment  was  con¬ 
firmed  by  New  England  Yearly  Meeting  in  1844,  the  year  pre¬ 
vious  to  the  separation  there,  his  attendance,  when  objected  to 
by  several  Friends,  was  vindicated  as  a  matter  of  right,  on  the 
assumption  that  he  was  unquestionably  a  member ;  and  after  a 
short  discussion  the  business  of  the  Meeting  proceeded  while  he 
was  present.  In  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Ohio,  several  instances 
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occurred,  as  mentioned  in  former  numbers,  of  persons  belong¬ 
ing  to  the  separated  body  in  New  England,  openly  appearing 
at  the  Yearly  Meeting  and  claiming  their  seats  as  members. 
These  individuals  assumed  their  seats  professedly  as  members 
of  the  Society  of  Friends  ;  and  the  right  to  seats,  in  that  capa¬ 
city,  was  countenanced  by  one  class  and  opjldied  by  another. 
This  controversy  virtually  involved  the  question  whether  the 
separated  body  in  New  England  constituted  a  genuine  Yearly 
Meeting  of  Friends.  Though  we  do  not  find  that  any  attempt 
was  made  to  place  upon  their  records  a  distinct  acknowledg¬ 
ment  of  it  as  such,  yet  the  admission  of  its  members  to  a  seat 
in  their  Yearly  Meeting  could  not  be  vindicated  on  any  other 
principle.  This  was  in  reality  the  matter  in  dispute,  on  which 
the  division  in  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  the  autumn  of  1854  actu¬ 
ally  turned.  The  manner  in  which  that  division  was  effected, 
and  the  reasons  which  have  been  considered  as  conclusive  in 
favor  of  regarding  the  Yearly  Meeting  for  which  Jonathan 
Binns  and  Jane  M.  Plummer  acted  as  Clerks  as  composing  the 
genuine  Yearly  Meeting  of  Ohio,  have  been  given  at  length  in 
our  previous  numbers.  The  Yearly  Meetings  of  Indiana,  Bal¬ 
timore,  and  North  Carolina,  which  occurred  prior  to  that  of 
Philadelphia,  recognised  those  bodies,  with  remarkable  una¬ 
nimity,  as  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Ohio.  In  Baltimore,  it  is  true, 
a  small  number  dissented,  and  professed  to  organize  as  a  Year¬ 
ly  Meeting  in  opposition  to  the  existing  one.  This  organiza¬ 
tion,  however,  has  not  been  recognized  by  any  Yearly  Meeting 
of  Friends. 

The  proceedings  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  in 
relation  to  that  of  Ohio,  are  related  at  length  in  Nos.  32  and 
33  of  our  present  volume,  and  need  not  here  be  repeated.- — - 
From  this  it  is  evident  that  the  dominant  party  carried  their 
measures  in  a  manner  totally  irreconcilable  with  the  long  es¬ 
tablished  order,  which  was  particularly  described  in  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  Samuel  Bettle,  given  at  Camden  in  1830.*  Nor  can 

*  The  following-  passages  are  extracted  from  the  testimony  above  referred 
to  : 

,  “  No  question  is  ever  taken  by  reference  to  numbers,  or  votes,  or  a  majority 
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that  manner  be  easily  reconciled  with  the  declaration  contain¬ 
ed  in  the  following  passage,  which  we  find  in  the  Report  of  the 
Meeting  for  Sufferings  in  1849  : 

“  When,  as  in  the  present  case,  two  bodies  come  before  a 
Yearly  Meeting,  both  under  the  same  title,  and  each  claiming 
to  be  the  co-ordWIte  branch  of  the  Society  bearing  that  name, 
it  becomes  a  duty,  under  the  guidance  of  Divine  wisdom,  to  in¬ 
quire  into  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  so  that  it  may  not 
withhold  from  those  to  whom  they  belong,  the  precious  rights 
and  privileges  which  membership  in  our  Society  confers.” 

If  the  separation  in  New  England  imposed  upon  the  Yearly 
Meeting  of  Philadelphia  the  duty  asserted  in  the  above  quota¬ 
tion,  we  might  naturally,  if  not  necessarily  conclude,  that  the 
examination  ought  to  have  been  made  before  the  conclusion  to 
suspend  the  correspondence  with  New  England  was  adopted ; 
and  it  is  not  easily  perceived  why  the  condition  and  claims  of 
the  two  bodies  professing  to  be  Ohio  Yearly  Meeting,  should 
not  have  been  examined  previous  to  a  decision  of  the  question 
which  of  these  should  be  recognised  as  the  genuine  one ;  and, 
indeed,  it  would  not  be  straining  the  argument  contained  in 
the  above  quotation  very  far,  to  infer  that  the  small  body  that 
assumed  the  appellation  of  Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting,  and  is¬ 
sued  an  Epistle  as  such,  was  entitled  to  more  consideration 
than  it  received. 

The  proceedings  adopted  under  the  name  of  Philadelphia 
Yearly  Meeting ,  can  scarcely  he  regarded  in  any  other  light 
than  those  of  a  party  and  not  of  a  Yearly  Meeting.  A  recog¬ 
nition  as  the  true  Yearly  Meeting  of  Ohio  of  the  body  of  which 
Benjamin  Hoyle  acted  as  Qlerh ,  must  unavoidably  place  the 

or  anything  like  that.  It  is  obtained  upon  religious  principles,  which  we 
understand  very  well,  but  which  it  is  difficult  to  explain.  We  have  got  along 
in  this  way,  for  near  two  centuries,  very  well.”  *  "x"  "x'  *  * 

“  In  all  my  experience  as  clerk,  one  of  three  things  has  taken  place,  with 
general  satisfaction  to  Friends.  First,  Friends  submitting  to  the  minute  of  the 
prevailing  sense  of  the  meeting,  as  taken  by  the  clerk.  Second,  Postponing 
the  matter  for  future  consideration ;  or  third,  by  rejecting  the  proposition 
whatever  it  might  be,  or  dismissing  it — and  they  have  thus  come  together  har¬ 
moniously  and  happily.  See  Foster's  Reports ,  vol.  1,  pp.  64-5. 
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body,  thus  recognizing  it ,  out  of  unity  with  the  several  Yearly 
Meetings  which  have  disavowed  such  connection.  Ms  the  Yearly 
Meetings  of  New  York,  Neiv  England  and  London ,  have  since 
acknowledged  the  Yearly  Meeting  for  which  Jonathan  Binns 
and  Jane  M.  Plummer  acted  as  Clerks  as  the  genuine  one ,  it  is 
difficult ,  if  not  absolutely  impossible ,  to  perceive  hoiv  the  Yearly 
Meeting  of  Philadelphia ,  or  those  who  have  acted  under  its 
name  and  assumed  its  authority ,  can,  without  retracting  some 
important  measures ,  retain  a  connection  and  church  fellowship 
with  any  of  the  other  Yearly  Meetings  of  the  Society. 

As  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  London  is  the  oldest  in  the  world, 
and  has  heretofore  constituted  a  central  point  to  which  commu¬ 
nications  from  all  the  other  Yearly  Meetings  have  been  made 
by  common  consent,  some  further  notice  of  the  proceedings  of 
that  meeting  in  relation  to  the  division  in  Ohio  may  with  pro¬ 
priety  be  made. 

We  find,  by  the  notices  already  published  in  this  periodical, 
that  when  the  subject  of  the  division  in  Ohio  was  brought  be¬ 
fore  that  Yearly  Meeting,  the  matter  was  referred,  with  all  the 
accompanying  documents,  to  the  committee  on  correspondence, 
which,  constituted  as  it  then  was,  may  be  justly  regarded  as  a 
committee  of  the  whole  Yearly  Meeting.  In  this  committee, 
the  subject  was  examined  in  all  its  details,  through  three  pro¬ 
tracted  sittings ;  yet  during  this  time,  we  are  distinctly  inform¬ 
ed,  that  the  reading  of  the  Epistle  signed  by  Benjamin  Hoyle, 
whatever  the  private  opinion  of  individuals  may  have  been, 
was  not  proposed.  The  action  in  relation  to  the  Yearly  Meet¬ 
ing  of  New  England  and  the  body  that  separated  therefrom, 
seems  to  have  been  considered  as  an  insuperable  bar  to  the 
recognition  of  the  Meeting  represented  by  Benjamin  Hoyle  and 
Rachel  E.  Patterson.  The  difference  of  sentiment  prevailing 
in  the  committee  appears  to  have  related  solely  to  the  question 
whether  the  Epistles  signed  by  Jonathan  Binns  and  Jane  M. 
Plummer  should  be  accepted,  and  the  Meetings  which  they 
represented  acknowledged  at  that  time ,  or  deferred  to  a  future 
year.  Some  Friends,  desirous  of  making  an  effort,  though 
without  very  sanguine  hopes  of  success,  to  procure  a  reconcilia¬ 
tion  between  the  parties  into  which  the  meeting  was  unhappily 
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divided,  were  apprehensive  that  the  immediate  acknowledgment 
of  one,  and  the  consequent  rejection  of  the  other,  would  pre¬ 
clude  all  hope  of  successful  mediation  between  them.  The 
judgment,  however,  of  the  committee  settled  conclusively  in 
favor  of  the  immediate  recognition  of  the  Meeting  represent¬ 
ed  by  J.  Binns  and  Jane  M.  Plummer,  and  was  so  reported  to 
the  Yearly  Meeting.  Some  Friends,  however,  notwithstanding 
the  decided  conclusion  of  the  committee,  still  adhering  to  the 
opinion  that  the  prospect  of  successful  mediation  depended 
upon  some  further  delay,  revived  the  proposal  when  the  sub¬ 
ject  was  presented  to  the  Yearly  Meeting.  This  occasioned  a 
considerable  renewed  discussion,  which,  we  are  told,  was  con¬ 
ducted  in  a  remarkably  becoming  and  Christian  spirit,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  Meeting  finally  settled  upon  the  adoption  of  the 
committee’s  report ;  Friends  very  generally  cordially  acquiescing 
in  the  conclusion.  The  judgment  of  London  Yearly  Meeting, 
in  regard  to  the  course  which  duty  required  it  to  pursue,  being, 
after  such  ample  examination,  finally  settled,  is  not  likely  to 
be  again  brought  into  question  in  that  Meeting. 

There  is  no  reason  to  apprehend  that  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
Dublin  will,  at  any  time,  embrace  a  conclusion  inconsistent 
with  that  which  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  London,  after  such  se¬ 
rious  deliberation,  has  adopted. 

The  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia ,  or  those  who  governed 
its  proceedings ,  may  be  considered  as  having ,  by  the  recognition 
of  the  Meeting  of  ivhich  Benjamin  Hoyle  is  Clerk ,  isolated 
themselves  from  the  great  body  of  the  Society  of  Friends.  Un¬ 
der  this  deplorable  circumstance,  well  may  we  anxiously  inquire 
how  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  is  to  be  sustained  ? 
This  is  a  question  which  the  editor  of  this  periodical  will  not 
at  present  attempt  to  answer.  No  person  wno  duly  considers 
the  important  position  which  that  Yearly  Meeting  has  held  in 
the  Society  and  in  the  world,  and  who  estimates  the  numerous 
important  testimonies  which  its  members,  in  conjunction  with 
their  brethren  in  other  parts  of  the  world,  have  labored  to 
uphold,  can  contemplate  the  present  condition  of  things  here 
without  the  most  intense  anxiety.  Well  may  such,  like  Eli  of 
old,  tremble  for  the  Ark.  E.  L. 


17 


From  Friends’  Review,  4th  mo.  5th,  1856. 

THE  RIGHT  OF  MEMBERSHIP. 

In  reference  to  any  Society  or  body  politic,  the  first  ques¬ 
tions  to  be  settled  are,  what  are  its  objects  ?  and  who  consti¬ 
tute  it  ?  Until  these  points  are  determined,  its  existence  can 
scarcely  be  recognized,  certainly  not  maintained.  Hence, 
whenever  there  has  been  an  organization,  the  terms  of  member¬ 
ship  have  been  agreed  upon.  Certain  persons  are  spoken  of  as 
members;  others  as  having  no  claim  to  such  right.  So  ob¬ 
viously  is  this  a  necessity  of  the  case,  that  to  state  the  fact  is 
to  have  it  allowed.  The  terms  on  which  membership  may  be 
claimed  being  agreed  upon,  it  follows  that  every  society  or  or¬ 
ganization  must  have  the  power  to  decide  the  question  as  to 
the  right  of  the  individual  asserting  his  claim. 

At  the  rise  of  our  religious  Society,  the  necessity  of  an  or¬ 
ganization  does  not  seem  to  have  been  clear,  at  first,  to  all  who 
were  convinced  of  its  doctrines  ;  but  to  the  enlightened  mind 
of  George  Fox,  it  soon  became  evident  that  a  polity  or  system 
of  church  government  was  indispensable.  The  conditions  of 
membership  were  defined,  and  the  right  to  reject  such  as  per¬ 
sistently  violated  those  conditions,  was  plainly  asserted.  Thus 
Friends  became  an  organized  or  associated  body.  In  the  pro¬ 
gress  of  the  Society,  the  value  of  the  right  of  membership  be¬ 
came  increasingly  obvious.  But  from  the  first  establishment 
of  the  discipline,  primary  importance  was  attached  to  the 
power  of  admitting  or  rejecting  the  claims  of  those  who  desired 
to  be  members.  To  see  that  those  who  were  associated  with 
Friends  were  truly  convinced  and  of  pure  lives,  and  to  declare 
of  such  as  persisted  in  violation  of  the  discipline,  that  they  had 
no  right  of  membership,  were  duties  recognized  as  imperative 
upon  the  meetings  established  under  the  fundamental  law  of  the 
new  Society.  Not  only  was  the  right  of  members  to  partake  of 
the  benefits  of  religious  association  with  true  Friends  secured  to 
them,  but  they  were  also  to  be  protected  from  the  unwarrant¬ 
able  interference,  in  the  concerns  of  the  Society,  of  those  who 
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had  never  been  recognized,  as  members,  or  who  having 
been  so  recognized,  had,  by  persistent  violations  of  the  dis¬ 
cipline,  incurred  the  censure  of  the  church.  In  truth,  it  is 
quite  clear  that  the  enjoyment  of  the  first,  depended  on  the 
maintenance  of  the  last.  What  would  have  been  the  advan¬ 
tage  of  association  with  a  religious  body,  if  that  body  were  suf¬ 
fered  to  include  an  indefinite  number  of  those  who  were  plainly 
and  avowedly  rejecting  its  admitted  objects  ?  The  right  of 
membership,  therefore,  guaranteed  the  privilege  of  meeting 
together  for  the  purposes  of  the  discipline,  free  from  the 
intrusion  of  disowned  members ;  and  this  right  wTas  a  funda¬ 
mental  one. 

There  could  not  consistently  arise  in  the  Society  any  serious 
difficulty  in  determining  the  right  of  membership.  At  an 
early  period,  the  privilege  of  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  in¬ 
ferior  meetings  to  that  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  was  recognized, 
and  the  mode  of  conducting  such  appeals  prescribed.  The 
judgment  of  the  Yearly  Meeting  was  necessarily  final ;  not  be¬ 
cause  that  Meeting  might  not  err,  but  because  in  religious,  as 
well  as  in  civil  cases,  there  must  be  an  end  to  litigation.  How¬ 
ever  pure  the  principles  of  our  discipline,  its  management  was 
through  human  instrumentality,  and  that  management  might, 
therefore,  be  faulty.  When  large  bodies  of  Friends  became 
scattered  over  the  American  Continent,  it  was  deemed  needful 
to  establish  several  Yearly  Meetings,  and  each  of  these  meet¬ 
ings  having  the  powers  of  the  original  meeting  in  London,  all 
the  Yearly  Meetings  of  our  religious  Society  became  co-ordinate 
^bodies.  There  could  be  no  appeal  from  or  revision  of  the  de¬ 
cisions  of  these  meetings  in  regard  to  the  disownment  of  their 
own  members,  from  the  simple  fact,  that  there  was  no  recog¬ 
nized  body  superior  to  either  of  them.  To  appeal  from  the 
highest  established  judicatory,  to  “  Society  at  large,”  is  plainly 
to  appeal  from  a  government  of  law  and  order  to  some  usurping 
or  revolutionary  tribunal. 

When,  in  1846,  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  was  un¬ 
happily  induced  to  suspend  its  correspondence  with  that  of 
New  England,  there  were  two  classes  of  its  members  who 
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united  in  this  conclusion  ;  one  which  desired  the  recognition  of 
the  separate  body  there  as  a  Yearly  Meeting,  and  another, 
which  was  led  to  believe  that  a  suspension  of  epistolary  corres¬ 
pondence  did  not  necessarily  suspend  the  intercourse  between 
the  Monthly  Meetings  for  the  purpose  of  transferring  rights  of 
membership,  &c.  The  whole  proceeding  was  so  utterly  with¬ 
out  precedent,  that  some  confusion  of  ideas  was  perhaps  to  be 
expected.  But  the  result  was  as  injurious  to  the  interests  of 
our  religious  body  as  an  enemy  of  its  Christian  principles  could 
have  desired.  The  difference  of  view  which  had  obtained  in 
the  Yearly  Meeting  was,  of  course,  found  in  the  subordinate 
bodies.  No  instructions  had  been  sent  to  those  meetings,  and 
perhaps  none  could  have  been  sent  in  the  divided  condition  of 
the  superior  body.  Each  Monthly  Meeting,  therefore,  pursued 
its  own  course.  In  some,  persons  who  had  been  disowned  by 
Monthly  Meetings  in  New  England,  were  still  considered  as 
entitled  to  be  received  as  members  by  certificates  from  Meet¬ 
ings  of  the  Separatists  ;  while  members  of  the  Society,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  New  England  Yearly  Meeting,  were  refused  that  privi¬ 
lege.  In  others,  the  latter  were  received  and  the  former  were 
deemed  inadmissahle  ;  in  others  again,  both  sets  were  declared 
to  be  entitled  to  recognition.  In  at  least  one  case,  a  certificate 
on  account  of  marriage,  issuing  from  a  true  Monthly  Meeting 
of  Eriends,  was  held  to  be  sufficient  to  justify  the  proceeding  in 
marriage,  but  the  Monthly  Meeting  which  allowed  the  marriage 
has  ever  since  refused  to  grant  a  removal  certificate  for  the 
wife  to  the  meeting  of  which  the  husband  is  a  member. 

When,  at  length,  the  importunity  of  those  who  demanded, 
and  if  their  premises  had  been  right,  very  properly  demanded 
that  this  state  of  things  must  be  terminated  by  a  recognition  of 
the  Separatists’  Yearly  Meeting,  had  become  urgent,  the  sub¬ 
ject  was  referred  for  inquiry  to  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings. 
The  result  of  this  proceeding  was  the  recording  upon  the 
Minutes  of  the  Yearly  Meeting,  as  its  deliberate  judgment, 
that  certain  proceedings  of  New  England  Yearly  Meeting, 
wholly  disciplinary  in  their  character  and  having  exclusive 
reference  to  its  own  members,  had  produced  such  a  state  of 
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things  that,  in  substance,  unity  could  not  be  restored  “  until 
they  were  rectified  or  annulled;”  and  that  a  number  of  indi¬ 
viduals,  vaguely  spoken  of  as  “  Friends  who  compose  the 
smaller  body,”  and  who  were  well  known  to  he  persons  who  had 
either  been  disowned  by  authority  of  Neiv  England  Yearly 
Meeting ,  or  had  never  been  members  with  Friends ,  but  ad¬ 
mitted  by  the  Separatists ,  ivere  “  entitled  to  the  rights  of  mem¬ 
bership.” 

In  accordance  with  this  decision,  persons  of  the  class  alluded 
to  have  continued  to  attend  our  meetings  for  discipline,  and 
may  have  their  right  of  membership  transferred  by  certificate 
to  Monthly  Meetings  within  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting,  and 
subsequently  from  such  Meetings,  to  others  subordinate  to  those 
Yearly  Meetings  which  utterly  repudiate  the  body  of  Seceders, 
to  which  they  truly  belong. 

If  the  positions  assumed  at  the  commencement  of  this  article 
are  indisputable,  and  to  dispute  them  seems  not  only  to  call  in 
question  the  wisdom  of  our  discipline,  but  to  conflict  with  the 
simplest  dictates  of  common  sense,  no  greater  blow  could  have 
been  aimed  at  our  religious  organization  than  the  adoption  of 
measures  which  utterly  confound  all  the  rights  of  membership. 
By  the  wisdom  of  our  enlightened  forefathers,  a  simple,  but 
most  effective  system  of  church  goverment  had  been  devised. 
It  was  capable,  as  long  experience  had  shown,  of  indefinite  ex¬ 
pansion  ;  it  secured,  so  far  as  institutions  controlled  by  men 
could  secure,  all  the  rights  of  members ;  it  conflicted  with  no 
just  claims  of  others.  In  an  evil  hour  the  spirit  of  separation 
took  possession  of  individuals  ;  meetings  were  set  up  to  redress 
supposed  private  wrongs  ;  their  claims  were  listened  to,  until  in 
a  zeal  to  correct  fancied  present  or  impending  evils,  the  author¬ 
ity  of  a  co-ordinate  body  was  invaded ,  a  great  -principle  was 
overthrown ,  and  the  fundamental  rights  of  meetings  and  indi¬ 
vidual  members  everywhere  ivere  put  in  jeopardy.  It  could 
not  surprise  any  one  that  other  Yearly  Meetings,  happily  pre' 
served  from  the  infection,  should  look  with  alarm  on  this  anom¬ 
alous  condition  of  things.  So  long  as  Philadelphia  Yearly 
Meeting  confined  its  proceedings  to  its  own  members,  although 
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there  might  be  Christian  interest  and  sympathy,  there  could  be 
no  interference  except  by  brotherly  remonstance.  But  when, 
by  an  invasion  of  the  rights  of  one  co-ordinate  body,  the  rights 
of  all  the  others  were  placed  at  hazard ;  when  an  unheard  of 
prerogative  was  asserted,  which  might  be  used  to  introduce 
disowned  persons  into  the  Society,  not  only  within  her  own 
borders,  but  indirectly  within  the  limits  of  other  meetings  ; 
when  Friends  could  no  longer  be  ascertained  of  the  constitu¬ 
ency  of  their  own  body,  but  the  door  was  thrown  open  for  the 
admission  of  any  persons  whom  a  Monthly  Meeting  might 
choose  to  consider  as  coming  within  the  class  so  vaguely  des¬ 
cribed  upon  the  record ;  it  is  no  wonder  that  all  the  other 
Yearly  Meetings  in  America,  excepting  one  which  had  fallen 
into  the  same  snare,  felt  it  their  duty  urgently  to  remonstrate 
against  a  proceeding  so  destructive  to  our  religious  organiza¬ 
tion,  and  to  point  to  the  serious  results  of  such  a  course. 

Subsequent  events  are  well  known.  The  separation  in  Ohio, 
whatever  other  points  were  involved,  turned  upon  this  question. 
The  Separatists  claimed  to  permit  disowned  persons  not  only 
to  sit,  but  to  take  a  part  in  the  business  of  the  Yearly  Meeting. 
Friends  felt  that  this  was  a  vital  question,  and  one  which  must 
be  met.  The  essential  correctness  of  their  course  has  been  re¬ 
cognized  by  all  the  Yearly  Meetings,  with  the  exception  of  that 
of  Dublin,  which  has  not  yet  acted,  and  that  of  Philadelphia,  a 
large  portion  of  whose  members  were  unhappily,  and  we  cannot 
but  think,  unwarily,  entangled  in  the  fundamental  error  to 
which  the  Seceders  were  committed. 

At  the  last  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  many  Friends, 
aware  of  the  complication  which  a  recognition  of  a  separate 
meeting  in  Ohio  must  introduce,  earnestly  entreated  that  the 
whole  subject  might  be  postponed.  Their  entreaties  were  dis¬ 
regarded,  and  their  rights  as  members  of  a  Society  whose  disci 
pline  required  that  its  deliberations  should  result  in  united 
action  or  in  abstaining  from  any  action,  were  trampled  upon* 
Thus  fundamental  issues  have  been  forced  upon  the  Society. 

It  remains  to  he  seen  whether  this  separation  of  Philadelphia 
from  the  other  Yearly  Meetings  of  Friends  is  to  be  continued* 


From  the  principles  involved ,  it  cannot  be  confined  to  a  mere 
withdrawal  of  epistolary  correspondence ,  but  it  must  extend  to 
all  intercourse  of  subordinate  meetings  by  certificate  or  minutes. 
For  the  questions  at  issue  refer  to  rights  of  membership,  and 
however  painful  the  necessity,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  means 
by  which  other  Yearly  Meetings  can  protect  themselves  from 
intrusions  fatal  to  their  organization,  but  by  an  entire  cessation 
of  intercourse.  P. 


From  Friend’s  Review,  4th  mo.  11th  1857. 

PHILADELPHIA  YEARLY  MEETING. 

As  the  time  approaches  for  this  Assembly  again  to  convene, 
the  minds  of  its  members  and  of  many  Friends  in  other  parts 
of  our  religious  Society  are  clothed  with  painful  anxiety ;  our 
coming  together  is  no  longer  anticipated  as  a  means  of  spiritual 
improvement  and  enjoyment  to  individuals,  nor  as  a  period  of 
renewed  strength  and  rejoicing  to  the  body.  The  great  object 
of  religious  association  is  far  from  being  attained  in  our  present 
confused  and  disordered  state  ;  on  the  contrary,  evidences  are 
seen  and  felt  of  the  destructive  and  scattering  effects  of  pro¬ 
longed  dissension. 

The  causes  which  have  brought  us  where  we  are,  have  been 
clearly  and  repeatedly  set  forth  in  this  Journal ;  and  the 
charges  of  unsoundness  in  doctrine  which  have  been  urged 
against  a  portion  of  our  Society,  have  been  again  and  again 
refuted.  In  relation  to  the  condition  of  our  own  Yearly  Meet¬ 
ing,  the  late  venerable  editor  of  the  Review  used  the  following 
language,  a  few  months  before  his  decease  :  “  The  proceedings 
[in  relation  to  Ohio]  adopted  under  the  name  of  Philadelphia 
Yearly  Meeting,  can  scarcely  be  regarded  in  any  other  light  than 
those  of  a  party  and  not  a  Yearly  Meeting.  A  recognition  as 
the  true  Yearly  meeting  of  Ohio,  of  the  body  for  which  Benja¬ 
min  Hoyle  acted  as  clerk,  must  unavoidably  place  the  hpdy  thus 
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recognizing  it  out  of  unity  with  the  several  Yearly  Meetings 
which  have  disavowed  such  connection.  As  the  Yearly  Meetings 
of  New  York,  New  England  and  London  [and  those  of  Balti¬ 
more,  North  Carolina,  Indiana  and  Dublin]  have  acknowledged 
the  Yearly  Meeting  for  which  Jonathan  Binns  and  Jane  M. 
Plummer  acted  as  Clerks,  as  the  genuine  one,  it  is  difficult ,  if 
not  absolutely  impossible ,  to  perceive  how  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
Philadelphia,  or  those  ivho  have  acted  under  its  name,  and  as¬ 
sumed  its  authority,  can,  without  retracting  some  important 
measures,  retain  a  connection  and  Church-fellowship  with  any 
of  the  other  Yearly  Meetings  of  the  Society Again,  “the 
Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia,  or  those  who  governed  its  pro¬ 
ceedings,  may  be  considered  as  having,  by  the  recognition  of 
the  Meeting  of  which  Benjamin  Hoyle  is  Clerk,  isolated  them¬ 
selves  from  the  great  body  of  the  Society  of  Friends. 

These  views  have  been  distinctly  avowed  and  acted  upon  by 
several  of  the  Yearly  Meetings  in  this  country.  In  1855,  and 
again,  on  deliberate  reconsideration  in  1856,  North  Carolina 
Yearly  Meeting  “  united  in  the  belief  that  while  Philadelphia 
Yearly  Meeting  continues  to  correspond  with  that  body  in  Ohio 
of  which  Benjamin  Hoyle  is  Clerk,  we  cannot  consistently  hold 
further  epistolary  correspondence  with  them.”  The  Yearly 
Meetings  of  New  York,  Baltimore  and  Indiana  have  adopted  a 
similar  conclusion,  so  that  no  Epistle  ivill  be  offered  to  our  next 
Yearly  Meeting  from  any  regularly  acknowledged  Yearly 
Meeting  in  this  country.  Now  this  refusal  to  correspond  with 
Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting,  can  be  necessary  or  justifiable 
only  on  the  ground  that  this  Meeting  has  been  placed  by  the 
action  under  its  name  of  a  portion  of  its  members  in  conjunc¬ 
tion  with  the  Clerk,  in  a  state  of  separation  from  the  Society ; 
for  a  refusal  to  correspond  with  a  Yearly  Meeting  in  unity  with 
the  body,  was  pointedly  condemned  by  the  Baltimore  Confer¬ 
ence  in  1849. 

The  Yearly  Meetings  of  London  and  Dublin  being  in  corres¬ 
pondence  with  the  Yearly  Meeting  in  Ohio,  which  has  been 
recognized  as  such  by  all  the  American  Yearly  Meetings  except 
that  of  Philadelphia,  can  scarcely  fail  to  see  the  necessity  of 
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discontinuing  correspondence  with  the  latter,  unless  its  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  separate  body  in  Ohio  shall  be  dissolved. 

The  anomalous  and  incongruous  position  of  Philadelphia 
Yearly  Meeting  is  further  strikingly  manifest  when  considered  in 
reference  to  its  effects  upon  the  rights  of  membership  in  the 
Society.  If  a  member  of  this  Yearly  Meeting  removes  his  resi¬ 
dence  to  any  place  within  the  limits  of  Ohio  Yearly  Meeting, 
his  certificate  of  membership  would  be  sent,  in  accordance  with 
our  Discipline  and  with  the  recognition  of  the  body  of  which  B. 
Hoyle  is  Clerk,  as  Ohio  Yearly  Meeting,  to  a  Monthly  Meeting 
connected  with  that  body.  The  person  removing  could  not  present 
his  certificate,  if  he  desired  to  do  so,  to  a  Monthly  Meeting  be¬ 
longing  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Ohio,  which  is  in  unity  with 
all  the  other  Yearly  Meetings  in  the  world ;  and  thus  he  would 
be  deprived  of  the  privileges  of  a  member  in  the  only  meeting 
which  he  could  conscientiously  attend.  In  case  of  his  removal 
thence  to  any  other  Yearly  Meeting,  he  would  find  his  right  of 
membership  in  the  Society  of  Friends  absolutely  lost,  for  no 
certificate  issued  by  the  meeting  to  which  his  had  been  sent 
from  Philadelphia  could  be  accepted  in  any  part  of  the  Society. 
Thus,  the  existing  relation  between  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meet¬ 
ing  and  the  body  in  Ohio  disowned  by  all  the  other  Yearly 
Meetings,  lays  waste  a  principle  universal  in  the  Society,  and 
essential  to  its  preservation  as  a  united  body — that  a  member 
removing  from  one  Yearly  Meeting  into  another  is  entitled  to 
all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  members  of  the  Yearly 
Meeting  into  which  he  removes. 

But  another  serious  breach  of  established  order  may  result 
from  that  relation.  By  having  certificates  of  membership  con¬ 
veyed  through  a  Monthly  Meeting  belonging  to  Philadelphia 
Yearly  Meeting,  persons  connected  with  the  body  of  which  B. 
Hoyle  is  Clerk,  may  become  members  of  Yearly  Meetings 
which  have  disowned  all  fellowship  with  that  body.  In  the 
same  manner,  seceders  from  New  England  Yearly  Meeting, 
regularly  disowned  under  its  Discipline,  may  become  members 
of  any  other  Yearly  Meeting,  and  even  of  that  of  New  England 
itself,  by  returning  thither  through  Philadelphia.  Well  might 
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the  united  Committees  in  Baltimore,  in  1849,  say,  “  We  desire 
most  earnestly,  but  affectionately,  to  urge  Friends  everywhere 
solemnly  to  reflect  upon  these  things,  and  where  there  has  been 
any  departure  from  the  long  established  order  of  our  religious 
Society,  under  whatever  pretext,  that  they  pause,  and  endeavor 
to  realize  the  effect  that  must  inevitably  result  therefrom.  It 
is  not  to  be  expected  that  the  great  body  of  Friends  can  long 
remain  passive,  if  important  and  vital  practices  and  usages  of 
our  Society,  which  are  essential  to  our  prosperity  as  a  people, 
are  neglected  or  violated.” 

Under  these  deplorable  circumstances,  the  anxious  inquiry 
arises :  How  is  the  Yearly  Meeting  of  Philadelphia  to  be  sus¬ 
tained  as  a  co-ordinate  branch  of  the  Society  of  Friends  ?  Like 
Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting  in  1828,  it  has  received  Epistles 
from,  and  opened  a  correspondence  with  a  body  which  has 
been  disoivned  by  all  the  other  Yearly  Meetings ;  and  as  Phil¬ 
adelphia  Yearly  Meeting  in  1828  decided  that  “  it  would  not 
be  proper  to  address  an  Epistle  to  Baltimore,”  so  the  other 
American  Yearly  Meetings  have  now  determined  that  they 
cannot  send  Epistles  to  Philadelphia  while  it  remains  in  its 
present  position.  It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  they  regard  it 
as  out  of  unity — separated  from  the  body  ;  and  that  the  right 
of  membership  of  such  of  us  as  wish  to  continue  in  connection 
with  the  ancient  Yearly  Meetings  is  in  great  jeopardy.  How 
can  our  rights  be  preserved  ?  How  is  Philadelphia  Yearly 
Meeting  to  be  restored  to  its  former  relations  ?  Having  vio- 
lated  the  compact  between  itself  and  the  other  co-ordinate 
branches  of  the  Society,  by  undertaking  to  re-invest  with  mem¬ 
bership  persons  who  did  not  reside  within  its  jurisdiction,  and 
who  had  not  only  been  disowned  under  the  discipline  of  another 
Yearly  Meeting,  but  had  actually  established  separate  meet¬ 
ings  ;  and  by  recognizing  as  Ohio  Yearly  Meeting,  a  body  dis¬ 
owned  by  all  the  other  Yearly  Meetings, — will  Philadelphia 
Yearly  Meeting,  as  now  held ,  retract  those  measures,  and  re¬ 
establish  its  correspondence  with  Hew  England  Yearly  Meet¬ 
ing,  and  thus  open  the  way  for  a  restoration  of  harmony  and 
peace  throughout  the  Society?  Greatly  would  we  rejoice  if  we 
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could  perceive  a  glimmer  of  hope ;  for  we  have  long  had  to 
mourn  over  the  state  of  alienation  and  separation  in  which  our 
Yearly  Meeting  has  placed  itself. 

Many  persons  entertain  confused  ideas  of  what  constitutes 
separation.  Occupying  the  very  position  which  they  depre¬ 
cate,  they  will  seriously  tell  us  that  separation  is  not  the  pro¬ 
per  remedy  for  difficulties  in  Society.  We  believe  this  is  true. 
It  has  been  the  doctrine  of  this  journal  from  its  commencement, 
and  will  be  firmly  maintained.  Thus  we  have  condemned  the 
original  separation  from  New  England  Yearly  Meeting  in 
1845,  and  all  the  subsequent  acts  by  parties  in  Philadelphia 
and  Ohio  Yearly  Meetings,  which  sustained  that  separation, 
and  led  those  meetings  themselves  into  a  position  of  actual 
separation. 

When  a  small  portion  of  Baltimore  Yearly  Meeting,  in  the 
autumn  of  1828,  withdrew  from  the  meeting  house  and  held  a 
Yearly  Meeting,  they  left  the  regularly  appointed  Clerk  and 
a  large  majority  of  the  members.  But  they  did  not  separate 
from  the  Society  of  Friends ;  they  held  the  true  Yearly  Meet¬ 
ing  of  Baltimore  in  unity  with  the  ancient  Yearly  Meetings. 
The  majority ,  in  conjunction  with  the  Clerk ,  had  separated 
from  the  Society  by  allowing  'persons  to  attend  who  had  been 
disowned  within  the  limits  of  other  Yearly  Meetings ,  and  by 
entering  into  correspondence  with  a  separate  body  in  Philadel¬ 
phia.  So,  in  numerous  instances,  within  several  Yearly  Meet¬ 
ings,  when  the  Clerks  and  portions  of  Quarterly  and  Monthly 
Meetings  joined  in  the  separation,  those  who  wished  to  continue 
their  connection  with  the  Society  had  no  alternative  but  to 
hold  their  meetings  distinct  from  those  with  whom  they  had 
been  accustomed  to  assemble.  The  principle  upon  which  their 
proceedings  were  justified  teas  a  sound  one ,  and  may  be  safely 
applied  in  the  present  day  when  similar  painful  necessity  arises. 

S.  R. 
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Recapitulation  of  some  of  the  proceedings  of  Philadelphia 

Yearly  Meeting  and  its  Meetmg  for  Sufferings ,  detailed  in 

the  foregoing  pages : 

1.  The  Meeting  for  Sufferings  failed  to  record  upon  its 
minutes  an  epistle  from  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings  in  New 
England,  received  in  1845,  prior  to  the  separation  in  that 
Yearly  Meeting,  giving  information  of  a  secession  from  Rhode 
Island  Quarterly  Meeting,  and  of  arrangements  consequent 
thereon  ;  thus  withholding  the  document  from  the  Yearly  Meet¬ 
ing.  Epistles  from  other  Meetings  for  Sufferings  have  also 
been  withheld  in  like  manner. 

2.  The  Yearly  Meeting  of  Ministers  and  Elders  has,  since 
1845,  assumed  the  authority  to  decide  what  certificates  of 
ministers  and  elders  from  other  Yearly  Meetings  shall  be  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  Yearly  Meeting,  and  in  several  cases  has  with¬ 
held  such  certificates  from  it,  and  by  retaining  them  from  the 
Friends'  themselves,  prevented  their  presenting  them  to  the 
meeting. 

3.  In  1852,  John  Wilbur  attended  Philadelphia  Yearly 
Meeting,  and  although  objections  were  made  to  his  presence 
by  weighty  Friends,  on  account  of  his  having  been  disowned 
by  authority  of  New  England  Yearly  Meeting,  those  objections 
were  overruled,  and  he  was  permitted  to  remain. 

4.  Contrary  to  an  express  provision  of  the  discipline,  papers 
addressed  to  the  Yearly  Meeting  have,  in  several  instances, 
been  summarily  rejected,  on  a  mere  statement  of  their  charac¬ 
ter  by  the  clerk,  without  examination  by  a  committee. 

5.  The  principle  that  no  important  measure  shall  be  adopted, 
except  with  the  united  judgment  of  a  Meeting,  has  been  re¬ 
peatedly  violated ;  as  for  instance,  in  the  adoption,  in  1849, 
of  the  report  of  the  Meeting  for  Sufferings,  relative  to  the 
difficulties  in  New  England,  and  in  the  reception,  in  1855  and 
1856,  of  the  epistles  from  the  Meeting  in  Ohio  of  which  B. 
Hoyle  was  clerk,  and  the  adoption  of  epistles  in  reply. 

6.  When,  in  1855,  two  bodies  in  Ohio,  both  claiming  the 
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character  of  Ohio  Yearly  Meeting,  sent  epistles  to  Philadelphia 
Yearly  Meeting,  all  inquiry  into  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
was  refused,  one  epistle  was  received  and  the  other  rejected 
unread.  A  similar  course  was  subsequently  pursued  with  re¬ 
spect  to  two  epistles  from  Baltimore  and  two  from  New  York  ; 
the  Meetings  recognized  in  the  last  two  cases  being  those  which 
correspond  with  that  body  which  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting 
had  refused  to  acknowledge. 

The  Yearly  Meeting  has  repeatedly  refused  to  read  epistles 
from  other  Meetings  for  Sufferings  to  ours,  and  has  also  de¬ 
clined  to  receive  or  read  the  address  of  the  Baltimore  Confer¬ 
ence.  It  has  constantly  rejected  the  advice  of  other  Yearly 
Meetings  relative  to  a  resumption  of  correspondence  with  New 
England,  and  has  corresponded  with  a  body  in  Ohio  which  has  ’ 
been  disavowed  by  all  the  other  Yearly  Meetings  in  the  world. 

It  has  thus  placed  itself  in  a  position  similar  to  that  of  Balti¬ 
more  Yearly  Meeting  in  1828,  when  Philadelphia  Yearly 
Meeting  declined  correspondence  with  it,  on  account  of  its 
having  opened  a  correspondence  with  a  meeting  of  separatists 
in  Philadelphia,  and  having  refused  to  read*an  epistle  from  our 
Meetings  for  Sufferings  to  theirs.  New  York,  Baltimore, 
North  Carolina  and  Indiana  Yearly  Meetings  have  addressed 
communications  to  Philadelphia  Yearly  Meeting,  declining 
further  correspondence  with  it,  while  it  maintains  its  present 
position. 


